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Sohn; Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. A. Russell; Dr. J. 
Daniel; Prof. R. Tobias; Prof. A. Lauziere. 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT, SECONDED BY MS. 
PICCIANO, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
DECEMBER 19, 1980, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it would appear to be the time of year again when it 
was appropriate for him to say something about the financial outlook for 
next year, more so perhaps, since one way or another, various 
pronouncements on the general subject of where the universities may be 
next year, were beginning to appear in the media. 


With respect to the capital budget, which essentially involved the Library 
project, he advised that the indications were that the project was still in the 
works and that the machinery was grinding an in its appointed way in 
Quebec City. There were no decisions, but neither were any decisions 
expected, as yet, and the present indications were that the capital budget 
announcements would be ready around Easter time, provided they were not 
pre-empted by a Provincial election. Again, the latest word was that the 
Library project was still very much alive and being proceeded with through 
the proper channels. 


Insofar as operating budgets were concerned, Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
outlook was very poor. Since that seemed to be the annual statement that he 
was in the habit of making at about this time, perhaps what he should really 
say was that this year the outlook was worse than usual. The Department of 
Education, as far as Concordia was concerned, recognizes and accepts that 
we are underfunded and there was a good case for some adjustment to our 
funding. However, this year it appears that they will have no money, or 
very little money, with which to do anything for Concordia in particular. 
Moreover, in general the budgets were being cut fairly substantially 
everywhere in Quebec. This initiative was coming from the Treasury Board 
and it appears that major efforts were being made to reduce the Quebec 
deficit in this election year. One way in which the situation has been 
described was that the question no longer is, what is priority, but rather, 
what can be compressed. That is, the Quebec budgets were being put 
together, not really with regard to the importance of various items, but 
rather on the basis of where was it physically or legally possible to make 
budget cuts. Since, from the point of view of the Treasury Board, 
university grants were one of those things which could be legally cut and 
were considered to be expendable in this particular context, the indications 
were that the grant envelope would be very tight this year. 


Up to this point, the figures mentioned range from a 2% to a 6% indexing 
on the grants, with the most recent indication being toward the higher level 
rather than the lower level. In order to put this into perspective, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that for the university system as a whole to keep running in the 
fashion that it was currently running, it would require, given 
current-inflation and salary increase rates, etc., between 12% and 14% 
indexing simply to continue to meet present levels of expenditures. That is, 
the indicated level of indexing was half of what would be required. Also, it 
must be kept in mind that insofar as Concordia was concerned, we were 
starting at a base level which already has us running a substantial deficit. 


Dr. O'Brien further advised that the Conseil des Universit6s has Just 
released their annual report to the Minister of Education, on the total grant 
envelope. The findings of the Conseil des Universit6s on this particular 
point, were that the university grants would require an indexing in the order 
of 11% in order for the universities to be at all capable of meeting their 
existing obligations. 


Again, while the final Government decisions were not yet in and no 
announcements have been made even on the overall grant total, to say 
nothing of the distribution among the universities, the indications were that 
next year would be genuinely bleak insofar as operating grants were 
concerned. While it was premature to say exactly what this would mean 
insofar as Concordia was concerned, nonetheless, it was obvious that we 
would have to cut expenditures very deeply indeed and, even so, that we 
would undoubtedly have a deficit in the coming year. He stated that where 
the balance should be drawn between running a deficit and cutting back on 
expenditures, was the kind of decision which would be difficult to make, 
but it was a decision that certainly had not yet beer made. At the same time, 
he advised that there was a difference between Concordia's situation and 


81-1-4 


81-1-5 


that of some of the other universities, in that, given our low level of funding 
to begin with, we simply have fewer places in which cuts could be made. 
Also, other universities have already taken and publicly announced certain 
steps, including the freezing of all vacant staff or faculty positions resulting 
from resignation, retirement, etc., and while Concordia was not basically 
increasing the size of the personnel at this time, it has certainly not taken that 
step of freezing existing vacancies which may occur. 


Finally, he stated that while on the one hand he did not wish to be 
particularly alarmist over the situation, on the other hand it would be foolish 
for anyone to simply assume that ultimately all would be well, because all 
would not be well unless there was a Governmental change of mind within 
the next very few weeks, during which the final decisions would be taken 
and announced. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning yesterday's fire in the Hall Building, 
Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, advised that 
on the whole, the general evacuation was good and was considered as such 
by the Fire Department and others. At the same time, there were certain 
obvious hitches which came to light, including the fact that one stairwell 
was very badly filled with smoke, an occasional mix-up in communication, 
a difficulty in clearing the front lobby, and a problem with handicapped 
people on the upper floors. A three-person group has been put together, 
headed by the Safety Officer, which would be reviewing the evacuation 
process and would be gathering whatever could be gathered by way of 
suggestions, complaints, etc., about the evacuation procedures. 


In response to a number of questions concerning proposed changes in 
Advisory Search Committee procedures dealing with positions of Deans, 
Vice-Rectors and the Rector, Dr. O'Brien advised that the positions in 
question are filled under the authority of the Board of Governors and the 
existing procedures were regulations of the Board of Governors. The 
proposal in question was presented to the Personnel Committee of the 
Board of Governors and subsequently tabled at the Board itself. The 
proposal was then to be made known to the University community so that 
any comments could be referred back to the Personnel Committee of the 
Board. He explained that the intention was that the description of the 
procedures and the call for comments, were to appear simultaneously in the 
Thursday Report, but unfortunately, the procedures were published the 
week prior to publication of the call for comments, resulting in the logical 
connection between the two being less clear than what it otherwise would 
have been. He advised that, at this point, any comments that there might be, 
should be directed to the Personnel Committee which would take them into 
account and would then make whatever recommendations it ultimately sees 
fit to make, to the Board itself. He also advised that copies of the proposed 
revisions could be obtained from Father Graham, Secretary of the Board of 
Governors. 
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Dr. O'Brien further explained that the thrust of the proposed revisions was 
to divide the process into two parts. A committee would be struck in much 
the same way as it was at present. The responsibility of the committee at 
stage one would be to evaluate the current needs of the position itself and 
the record of the incumbent and to consider the incumbent for possible 
reappointment, if he or she happens to be available for reappointment. At 
this stage the committee may recommend either for or against 
reappointment. If the recommendation was for reappointment and the Board 
accepts the recommendation, the process would end at that point. If the 
committee does not recommend reappointment, or if the incumbent is not 
available for reappointment, the committee, having already examined the 
current nature of the position and what the needs seem to be in the 
immediate future, would be transformed into a committee which will solicit 
other candidates and, in fact, from that point on, will operate much as the 
current advisory search committees operate. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the reason for the change comes, in large 
measure, from comments of certain recent advisory search committees 
which have commented that the present system seemed to work reasonably 
well if the incumbent was not a candidate, but that the matter of considering 
the incumbent and other candidates simultaneously becomes a difficult one 
to handle. In fact, the opinion has been expressed that the existing system 
tended, in practice, to give a certain and perhaps undue advantage to 
incumbents. Experience has shown that it is difficult to get as many 
applications for a position, if it appears that the incumbent is also going to 
be a-candidate. 


In response to a question concerning the deadline for submissions to the 
Personnel Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised that the hope was that the 
comments would arrive in time for the February meeting of the Committee, 
which deadline might conceivably be extended for another month. 
However, he emphasized that in order for the procedures to be changed in 
time for the next round of appointments, they would essentially have to be 
made, at the outside, within the next two months. 


It was wondered, given the fact that we were presently in a deficit situation 
and that all indications were that that deficit was certainly not going to 
shrink, what kind of criteria was the University going to use to determine 
how much larger the deficit would be allowed to grow? That is, was there a 
rule governing the size of a deficit in any given year? 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was no simple rule. From past practice, we 
have been prepared to go to a deficit of the order of three million dollars a 
year and if one should see the deficit growing annually much higher than 
that amount, we would have to begin to give serious consideration as to 
what would have to be done about it. He pointed out that we have had 
deficits in some years which were obviously caused by a unique situation 
which would not repeat itself and that kind of deficit was much more easily 
bearable. However, the kinds of deficits we were facing at the moment, 
were of a type which, if we run them this year, would likely also be there 
next year and we would consequently end up with an even larger deficit. 
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We have been able to say in the past that we could see the cumulative deficit 
of the University rise to figures of the order of six million dollars, but when 
we get beyond that figure we have to consider that we would be getting into 
serious financial problems. 


With respect to the Student Data System, Mr. Martin stated that his report 
today would be rather short. He reminded Senate that at the October 31, 
1980 meeting, he had indicated that he did not really expect to be able to 
provide Senate with a very detailed report until February or March, 1981. 
He advised that various processes were underway, with various groups 
working on different things and everything was proceeding pretty much as 
had been anticipated, although perhaps a little bit behind his original 
schedule. He further advised that one or two dimensions have been added, 
relating to the planning of various steps. 


In response to a question, Mr. Martin stated that he would hope to have a 
more complete and comprehensive report on the Student Data System 
available by either March or early April. 


It was wondered whether the University has considered in its planning, 
what repercussions there might be in saying "damn the torpedoes" and 
proceed to encourage a large deficit. That is, what would happen if we spent 
the money that this University obviously needs and then simply challenged 
the Government to shut the University down. 


In response to the above, Mr. Martin advised that the above was obviously 
one of the options among a list of options that existed, although in all 
honesty he could say that we have not reached the stage where a decision 
has been taken to adopt a particular option. 


It was wondered how the particular option would be chosen. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the responsibility for the financing of the 
University ultimately lies with the Board of Governors, and more 
specifically, the Finance Committee of the Board was the place where this 
kind of question was likely to be considered. The Board and the Finance 
Committee have had a strong tendency to leave much of the initiative in 
those kinds of questions to the administration, and there was no doubt in his 
own mind that it would be up to himself and his colleagues in the 
administration to come up with some kind of proposal or recommendation 
as to how the University should posture itself in this situation, as it evolves. 
Thus, the answer to the question was that the decision would lie somewhere 
between the Board of Governors and the administration, depending on the 
extent to which the Board chooses to make itself the place that the decision 
occurs. 


Courses for Special Summer Session - 1981 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE ARTS AND SCIENCE, AND THE FINE ARTS COURSES 
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FOR THE 1981 SPECIAL SUMMER SESSION, (DOCUMENTS 
US-81-1-Dl AND US-81-1-D3), BE APPROVED. 


-MOTION CARRIED - 


Profile Changes in the Faculty of Arts and Science 


Prof. McKeen presented and explained the proposed Profile changes in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCKEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE PROFILE CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-81-1-D5), BE APPROVED. 
-MOTION CARRIED - 


Change in the Name of the French Department 


In presenting the recommendation that the French Department be re-named, 
Dean Taddeo advised that the designation "French Studies" would appear in 
the Undergraduate Calendar index, for students who might have difficulty 
in locating it under the title of Département d'Etudes francaises. He also 
advised that the change has been approved by the Department itself and the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE CHANGE IN THE NAME OF THE FRENCH 
DEPARTMENT FROM DEPARTEMENT FRANCAIS/DEPARTMENT 
OF FRENCH TO DEPARTEMENT D'ETUDES FRANCAISES, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-1-D5), BE APPROVED. 


-MOTION CARRIED - 


Competence in Written Expression 


Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, presented 
and explained the Financial Report on the Proposal concerning Competence 
in Written Expression (document US-81-1-D6). He advised that space 
costs, which had been omitted from the report, would have to be added to 
the cost estimates. Estimated space implications would be between two to 
three thousand square feet, which, at the current rate for renting space, 
would add another twenty to thirty thousand dollars to the cost estimates. 
He emphasized that the costs were primarily those of the University of 
Waterloo and the figures on Page 2 of the report were based on their 
estimates, their ratios between the number of students writing the test and 
the number of students who would subsequently show up at a clinic, and 
their style of operating a clinic. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that, given the tendency for cost estimates to turn out 
to be too low rather than too high, for purposes of this discussion Senate 


should consider that the Proposal would be likely to cost between two 
hundred and two hundred and fifty thousand dollars. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that to obtain more space 
would require not only more money but also authorization from the 
Department of Education. Given the present situation, the outlook insofar as 
obtaining that authorization was concerned, was not particularly promising 
and consequently, we would have to find the required space by 
redistribution within our existing space Insofar as the overall costs of the 
Proposal were concerned, he advised that he could see absolutely no way in 
which the University would be able to make two hundred thousand dollars 
of new money available for this or probably any other purpose, in 1981/82. 
He acknowledged that adding to the deficit was one of the theoretical 
possibilities, but he emphasized that the deficit for next year was going to be 
so large, by reason of things already committed to, that the University 
would not be in any position to add yet more things to that deficit. 


It was wondered whether, in preparing the Report (document US-81-1-D6), 
there was any indication as to the level of faculty involvement in the 
Waterloo University programme. It was also wondered whether it would be 
possible to request or coerce faculty colleagues into participating in the 
Concordia programme in order to get it off the ground. 


Mr. Martin advised that he did not know what the situation at the University 
of Waterloo was with respect to faculty involvement. Insofar as the 
document now before Senate was concerned, the cost estimates included 
costs for hiring tutors at a rate of $8.50 or $9.50 per hour. In effect, the 
assumption was that part-time people would be hired to do the job. 
However, if some other arrangement was envisaged, it was possible that the 
costs might be reduced. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the estimates were costed on the basis of new 
money, new people or new staff being hired for this purpose. However, if 
the work was done by people in the University, in addition to or in place of 
whatever work they happened to be involved in, the costs would be reduced 
accordingly. 


Surprise was voiced over the notion of one tutor for three students, the 
feeling being expressed that while it might be a more efficient way of 
operating, it was nonetheless a rather expensive process. 


It was explained that in drawing up the cost estimates, the assumption was 
that the proposed system would parallel the system at Waterloo which 
operated on the basis of three students to one tutor. In fact, all of the figures 
were based on the University of Waterloo rates, including the hourly rates 
for hiring tutors. 


The feeling was expressed that $8.50 or $9.50 per hour was unacceptably 
lower than the current Concordia rate for an instructor in a scheduled 
course. 


Mr. Martin stated that the rate was obviously lower than what was paid to 
an instructor in a course, but at the same time one would assume that the 
tutors would not be operating under the same pressures, the same 
preparation time, etc., etc. as an instructor. In any case, he would appreciate 
the views of Senators as to whether or not the figures should be scaled up 
or down. 


In response to a question as to where the Proposal should go after Senate 
has completed its discussion on the matter, Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
basic issue was now before Senate and Senate would have to take some 
kind of position on it. The positions involved two levels. One was whether 
or not Senate was in favor of implementing the Proposal; the other was the 
question of, all things considered, can we afford to do this kind of thing at 
this particular point and, if so, how? Until or unless Senate takes some sort 
of position or indicates some kind of thought on those two questions, 
nothing much would happen. 


It was stated that we did not have the money now to implement the 
programme and it also sounded as though we would not have the money in 
the future, but given that we did not have the money to run what we were 
doing now in any case, Senate should consider the Proposal strictly from an 
academic point of view and forget about the cost implications. It was further 
stated that what was being discussed was a basic skill which people needed 
in order to be able to cope in society and if Senate decided that the Proposal 
was academically sound, at that point the University would have no choice 
but to incur the extra deficit. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, while up to this point it has somehow proved 
financially possible to implement, on some kind of shoe-string basis or 
another, whatever Senate has passed, the University was now at about the 
end of that possibility. He suggested that there were two paths that Senate 
could take. One was to revert back to the practice of five years ago by 
simply having Senate pass the Proposal irregardless of the financial 
possibilities, which would get the item off the agenda but would not change 
the realities very much. The other was for Senate to recognize that if the 
Proposal was likely to be implemented, it would have to be done in place of 
something else or in addition to what was now being done, but not by virtue 
of more money in order to make it possible to do it. 


Concern was expressed over the number of students who might be deterred 
from applying to Concordia if a similar programme was not offered at 
McGill and one would like to see this factor taken into account in the cost 
estimates. 


It was stated that if it was possible to provide an answer to the above 
concern, another answer should also be sought, which was the increase in 
the number of francophone students who would apply to Concordia if they 
thought that they could become competent in English by doing so. 


It was further stated that the Report on Cost Estimates (document 
US81-1-D6) was a helpful step, but only a first step, toward a useful 


consideration of the Proposal for Competence in Written Expression 
(document US-80-13-D3). In addition, one could think of a number of 
ideas towards implementing the Proposal less expensively than what was 
indicated in the Report, but it was felt that it would not be useful to attempt 
to discuss these at the level of Senate and off the top of one's head. 
Consequently, it was suggested that the Report should be tabled and 
referred to the Deans for consideration and report from each of the 
Faculties. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it would be possible to move in the direction 
suggested above, but he felt that there should be further Senate discussion 
before considering doing so. 


It was stated that the Report on Cost Estimates represented the maximum 
costs which would be incurred if the programme were to be implemented in 
its entirety. However, it was suggested that there were a number of ways in 
which the cost estimates might be pared down, which, it was felt, Senate 
should be made aware of. For example, there were many colleagues within 
the University whose experiences indicate that, given the desire of students 
to improve their competence in English or French, the students would be 
willing to pay $12.50 for the test, provided that at the end of the day they 
were given something in the form of an analysis of their skills and 
problems. This would eliminate forty thousand dollars from the cost 
estimates. In addition, if the analysis was made up of four or five items, 
with those areas in which a particular student needed further work being 
ticked off, many students would go to the clinic for very specific needs, 
thus reducing the thirty hours of the clinic time provided for in the Report 
and a corresponding reduction in the cost estimates. The feeling was also 
expressed that more than half of the students who discover on taking the test 
that they needed further work, would end up going into existing courses 
because of the inducement of credits attached to those courses, which could 
be applied towards the degree. It was suggested, therefore, that what should 
be worked into the costs was the notion of students going to the clinic for 
partial treatment before taking the test again, as opposed to the full treatment 
envisioned by the Report, along with the recognition of the possibility of 
more than half of the students taking already existing courses. 


In response to the comment concerning the possibility of students taking 
credit courses rather than attending a clinic, it was pointed out that it must be 
kept in mind that by taking a credit course in English, a student might well 
not take a credit course in something else, which might hide the cost but 
would still show up in terms of an empty seat in another class somewhere 
else in the University. 


It was argued that the suggestion that students be asked to pay for the test 
would be tantamount to saying that the Proposal for Competence in Written 
Expression was an academic necessity because students were graduating 
from the University illiterate, but the students were going to have to pay to 
find out that they were illiterate. 


With respect to implementation of the Proposal and its possible effect on 
prospective applicants vis-a-vis McGill, it was noted that a survey recently 
published in the Thursday Report seemed to say that the only thing that 
McGill had over Concordia was quality education. However, it was 
suggested that if Concordia was suddenly to announce that it was so proud 
of its quality of education that in fact we were going to test the students’ 
ability to read and write sentences correctly, and function in something other 
than in a shopping centre fashion, people would suddenly realize that 
Concordia also offers a quality education and that perhaps McGill's 
reputation was built more on the past than on the present. 


Again it was argued that, given that we did not have the money in any case 
to finance the programme, the important criteria on which approval of the 
Proposal must be based, was its academic necessity. Notwithstanding this, 
somewhere along the way a decision was going to have to be made as to 
whether we were going to have to continually bow down and accept budget 
cuts and the fact that we are being financed at a much . lower rate than the 
other universities in Quebec. Or, somewhere along the way would we be 
willing to take a stand and say that we believe in quality education, or, if 
nothing else, that we deserve to get the same average money per student as 
the other universities? 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the problem with the approach suggested above 
was that we were dealing, not with a marginal difference between ourselves 
and the average per student funding in other universities, but rather, we 
were dealing with a massively large difference which no one could in all 
seriousness believe was going to be made up in any very rapid way. Thus, 
no matter where the line was drawn, we would not be doing something that 
is "required for quality of education". If we did all that was required for 
quality education, we would end up with a twenty million dollar deficit, the 
bank would refuse to lend the money, the government would label us as 
irresponsible and would have no difficulty in selling that idea to the general 
public, and we would very quickly be out of business. Consequently, we 
will inevitably be making decisions not to do some things that have a strong 
quality reason for doing them. The question therefore really was, is the 
Proposal for Competence in Written Expression more important than 
something else that is also desirable and necessary for quality education but 
still less important than this Proposal. If so, what things? And if we identify 
those things, it may still not be possible in the short run to substitute one for 
the other, but at least we would have some indication of the directions in 
which we should be going. 


Another way of looking at this kind of thing, was that ultimately the clinic 
costs would be costs related to the staff and faculty members whose time 
was taken up in that way, so that basically we have to identify people who 
can do this. If we have to hire more people to do this, then we have to free 
the money somehow. If we can identify people who were already here who 
can do this, then we have to look at what else it is that they are doing and 
see what the implications of it may be. These were the dimensions which 
lead to some real possibilities of doing this, instead of doing something else 


in whole or in part, and certainly these were areas where Senate's point of 
view could have some real weight. 


It was stated that the report on costing basically assumed that Concordia 
was willing to be the final arbitor of literacy in the Province of Quebec and it 
was also indicated that we were perhaps the only educational institution 
locally that was particularly concerned about this problem. It was wondered 
whether any other institutions, either at the C.E.G.E.P. or the secondary 
school levels, have regarded this as being a matter of great importance. It 
was argued that if there were other institutions who were concerned and 
who were going to mount programmes, then to the extent that their 
programmes were successful, obviously the Concordia programme would 
end up being cheaper. 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that insofar as one was aware, 
there were no schemes afoot, either in the C.E.G.E.P.'s or high schools in 
the Montreal area, to test for literacy. However, there was some remedial 
work being developed in English courses in a number of the C.E.G.E.P.'s 
and high schools, but one would have no 4dea of how many years it would 
take to feel the effects of that at Concordia. 


It was suggested that, in view of what it would cost Concordia to try to do 
this alone, we should attempt to develop some form of dialogue with other 
institutions to ensure a cooperative thrust at all levels of education. 


The feeling was expressed that, given that we have identified the problem, 
that no other institution was doing anything to solve it, and that the 
government was not going to fund our programmes, we should perhaps 
limit ourselves to providing the opportunity to the students to improve their 
competence in written expression and operate the programme on a cost 
basis. That is, the students should be charged for the services which the 
University would provide. 


It was wondered whether the Proposal being considered was the only 
alternative open to us; what would it mean if we wanted to spend only fifty 
thousand dollars; if we wanted to phase in the project, could it be done; and 
was there a less expensive model than the Waterloo model on which the cost 
estimates were based. One would like to get some reaction to these 
questions, either from U.C.C.C. or some other informed group of people 
within the University. 


Concern was expressed over the possible bureaucratic nightmare we might 
find ourselves in, if we attempted to implement the project on the scope 
envisaged by the Report. One would perhaps be less apprehensive if we 
were to have an initial smaller scale project, with one or two people being 
hired, in an attempt to evaluate over a few years how t e system might work 
and what the pitfalls were. 


In response to a question concerning the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee and its role in establishing priorities, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
the Committee, after certain valiant attempts, long since gave up attempting 


to set forth overall priorities-for the University. In recent times, the 
Committee has been addressing itself to specific problems and to particular 
new departures as they come along and in that sense its views on the 
Proposal for Competence in Written Expression could be solicited, although 
he was not sure whether in this case that might be the most useful thing to 
do. 


He further advised that Senate has already adopted a motion to the effect that 
on the level of principle, the Proposal was a good thing, so that the problem 
that was now before Senate was not really the approval of the Proposal, but 
rather, how much, when, and in what particular way. The Proposal from 
U.C.C.C. (document US-80-13-D3) was, in a sense, a maximum proposal 
and was intended to set out what a good two years of discussion in various 
places in the University has brought forth as being the ideal way of doing 
this thing. At the same time, there was absolutely no doubt but that there 
were other ways, and if it was decided that we could not afford to 
implement the programme as set out in the Proposal, it could be adapted in 
various ways. The question to be decided by Senate was, is competence in 
written expression so important that the University should "g-o for broke" 
in trying to implement the Proposal? If Senate made that decision, it would 
mean that Senate would be asking someone else, since it was unlikely that 
Senate itself would be able to come to grips with it, to find a way by which 
the programme could be implemented and we would have to set up a task 
force of some kind to bring in some ways of doing that. One part of that 
would be the suggestion made earlier that this could be done in varying 
degrees by adding on an additional activity in various places, but whether or 
not it would be possible or acceptable to do so, would be one of the things 
that would. have to be checked out. 


Also, if the Proposal was going to be implemented on a full scale, 
undoubtedly one would have to make savings elsewhere. That is, we would 
have to stop doing certain other things and we would have to start to look 
for those other things in a context which, given the overall financial 
statements, was not very promising. But, if Senate was to say that this was 
more important than almost anything else imaginable, then we would have 
to be prepared to let the chips fall where they might and blame Senate for the 
consequences. On the other hand, if Senate, in the circumstances of the 
times, was not prepared to say that, there were possibilities that fall short of 
abandoning the whole idea, which might be considered. There was the 
possibility of doing it on a smaller scale; investigating what we could 
perhaps cut out that might not be so traumatic as going the whole way; 
seeing how far it really could be done by additional effort in one place or 
another; and then perhaps come back with a report which says that it does 
seem to be feasible to go part way along this path and to do which could be 
done in the hope that it might be possible to move farther along the path in 
future years. Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that these were the kinds of 
things that Senate could discuss and could perhaps at least give some 
indication as to whether we should abandon the whole thing, given the 
present outlook; should we go for broke and let the chips fall where they 
may; or should we seek some kind of intermediate compromise on 
implementing the Proposal. 


It was stated that there would be other reports coming to Senate, including a 
report on the Student Information System, which-would have a price tag 
attached to them, and it was suggested that, since Senate was really in no 
position to come forward with any kind of priority setting procedure on 
what was essentially a financial matter for recognized academic needs, we 
should follow the "in principle" process for such items that do come along, 
as we have done with the Proposal for Competence in Written Expression, 
and at the end of a given year submit all of the proposals to the Priorities 
and Resource Allocation Committee for priority ranking. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that once before it had taken a pretty clear 
position on a financial matter. This was with respect to the annual operating 
costs of the Library, where Senate took a decision two or three years ago, 
which decision certainly had an influence on the budget allocation to the 
Library, and not to other things, over the intervening period. While this did 
not mean that the Library received more than it otherwise would have if 
Senate, when the issue came before it, had displayed massive indifference. 
He emphasized that if an issue never comes before Senate, one could not 
know whether or not Senate thinks the issue is important. However, once 
the issue has come before Senate, it was inevitable that there be a position, 
which if it wasn't in the form of a resolution, would be evident in the body 
language and the debate. With respect to those items which do come before 
Senate, he expressed the feeling that Senate either had to indicate, not 
against a background of massive ignorance about the finances of our world 
but rather against such knowledge as one might reasonably have, whether it 
thinks that something like the issue that Senate was now discussing, was of 
very great importance and a major effort should be made to try to implement 
it; or whether it thinks that it is a valuable thing that should be done, but we 
could live without it; or whether, knowing the way things really are, we 
should forget about it. He further suggested that it might be well for Senate 
to take one or other of those three positions, perhaps not in a definitive 
sense, and then perhaps to refer the matter to the Priorities Committee, for 
example, to weigh against other things that may be under consideration 
during the same year. It might also, in effect, be referred to the 
administration, so that, if Senate indicated that it was fairly important, the 
kind of study suggested earlier could be initiated and an attempt be made to 
determine what the level of possibilities were, that is, how much of the 
Proposal could be implemented and at what cost. That was the kind of thing 
that would have to be presented to a priorities committee, in order for the 
committee to be able to do anything with it. 


It was stated that priorities may vary from Faculty to Faculty, that is, 
competence in written expression might be a priority matter in one Faculty, 
and mathematics, for example, a priority in another. Also, certain Faculties 
might have already initiated steps to correct the situation with respect to 
written expression. It was suggested, therefore, that the matter should be 
referred to all Faculties for their reaction. 


The feeling was expressed that an essential component in assessing the 
value of the Proposal was what were the Faculties now doing and, more 


importantly, were the Faculties prepared to make competence in written 
expression a degree requirement. It was argued that that was an issue that 
was going to have to be decided one way or another, at the Faculty level. 


Concerning the suggestion that faculty members might somehow be coerced 
into getting involved in this programme, it was agreed that that was a good 
idea in principle, but it was argued that in practice, in those instances where 
faculty members were making an effort in some area, but were not receiving 
any remuneration or recognition, such as in academic advising, we 
invariably end up with an awful lot of inconsistency. 


It was stated that what has been made clear from the discussions so far, was 
that everyone considers this to be a very important and valuable project and 
that it should have a very high priority. At the same time, one did not think 
that anyone had yet reached the point of saying that it was a top priority and 
should take precedence over everything else. it was further stated that one 
would like to see a distinction made between the testing and the clinic. That 
is, one would like to see the University do its utmost to find the necessary 
funds to establish the testing and to leave the matter of the clinic up to the 
student. The student should be highly motivated, and one way to ensure that 
motivation would be for Senate to pass a motion to the effect that a student 
who fails the competency test would have that indicated on his transcript at 
graduation time. In addition, we would be taking a very important step by 
instituting the testing system, which would be a minor cost in comparison to 
the costs of the clinics. Also, knowing the percentage of our students who 
were incompetent in English, we could then pose the question to the 
full-time faculty members as to how many of them would be willing to 
devote some of their time towards remedying the situation. Again, it was 
suggested that the project be initiated on a much more modest scale than that 
indicated in the Report on Cost Estimates (document US-81-1-D6), and if 
that operation turns out to be relatively successful, we might find way and 
means, in two or three years, whereby this becomes the top priority and we 
then move on to the second step. 


It was stated that the idea that testing be required of every student, should be 
regarded by Senate as a top priority and should be implemented as soon as 
possible. At the same time, one did not think that the effect of having it 
indicated on the transcripts that 60% of our students were incapable of 
passing a literacy test was going to do anything to motivate faculty members 
towards greater care in the grading of essays, etc. However, the effect of 
such testing and the annotation of records might well be to make the 
Faculties, as individual units within the University, consider the possibility 
of making work in literacy, such as something in the way of remedial 
English, compulsory for every student taking a degree in that Faculty. This 
would result in something that Senate on its own could not do and 
something that indeed U.C.C.C. could not recommend that Senate do, 
which is to force a displacement of some essential disciplinary component in 
order to provide a place for competence in written expression. 
Consequently, one would like to see a motion being proposed to the effect 
that the testing for competence in written expression be compulsory. 


It was stated that we seemed to be heading towards something that looked 
like a reasonable compromise. Probably an excellent and not very expensive 
way of starting would be to at least establish the existence of the test and, in 
a first phase, we could perhaps leave it up to the Faculties to decide what to 
do with the test, that is, whether they wanted to use it or not. Also, if we 
establish the existence of the test, perhaps experience with it would lead to 
the next step. It was suggested that this would be a more optimal way to 
proceed rather than establishing a very expensive and elaborate system. 


The feeling was expressed that we should do something about the test. 
However, it was stated that it would be distressing and annoying for 
students to know that they would be taking a test at, for example, the end of 
September and at the same time not to know what the effects of that test 
were going to be, that is, whether or not there was going to be an obligatory 
follow-up to the test. It was further stated that one still had the feeling that 
we had not moved sufficiently along towards the best implementation of the 
Proposal and one would not really like to vote on the issue at this meeting. 
Rather, one would prefer to have some task force established to provide 
Senate with four or five options on possible ways for implementation. 
Suggestions that have been made at this meeting could be considered, 
including the suggestion that the Proposal be implemented on a "pay as you 
play" basis, which perhaps was going a bit too far but, nonetheless, could 
be considered in an attempt to find some way of making that part of the 
reality; there were pressures that we could bring to bear on the high schools 
and the C.E.G.E.P.'s; and we could give serious consideration towards 
creating a climate of opinion in the University that competency was 
important and that this University considers it important. Again it was stated 
that one would like to see some kind of a package put together, rather than 
having Senate vote, at this point on just one thing, that is, the 
implementation of the test. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that from the discussion so far, there seemed to be two 
approaches open to Senate. One would be, in effect, to say that after two 
years of cycling and recycling, we have a Proposal which, in the view of 
those who have spent a lot of time on the matter, presents the best way of 
going at the problem but that perhaps we cannot afford to implement it; 
therefore we should attempt to implement one stage of the Proposal, and 
tests are the first step. The other approach was to say that, granting that the 
Proposal represented the optimum but if we were going to have to do 
something less than the optimum, let us somehow or other try to sort out 
the-suggestions and ideas that have been mentioned that, with a sober 
second look, were really viable and bring back to Senate a list of options 
that might be feasible for next year. Senate could then attempt to make a 
choice among three or four alternatives that, all things considered, look as 
though they might be feasible. 


In response to a question as to who might be asked to undertake the second 
approach, if Senate should decide to go that way, Dr. O'Brien advised that 
he would be inclined to try to set up some fairly small ad hoc group that 
would inevitably involve Prof.. Whitelaw and, so as not to attempt to 


re-invent another set of wheels, other individuals who have been through 
much of this already, to put together whatever could be put together. 


It was stated that one would be in favor of the second approach, which, it 
was felt, seemed to be in line with the motion that Senate adopted in 
principle at the last meeting, which, it was pointed out, was not for 
mandatory testing, but rather for the mandatory passing of a test as a 
requirement for graduation. In addition, one was, very concerned with the 
idea of approving the mandatory test without the mandatory passing of such 
test as a requirement for graduation. It was felt that such an approach would 
be counter to what we have already adopted in principle, although it was 
recognized that there was nothing wrong in doing that and it would simply 
mean that Senate had changed its mind. At the same time, it was argued that 
if we were to test every student and 50% of them failed the test and we 
neither stopped giving those students a degree because of incompetence in 
written expression, nor provided remedial activities, we would be remiss 
from a purely academic point of view and, secondly, from a human and 
helping point of view, to the students. It would also be very bad publicity 
for Concordia, which would be labeled as the only university in Quebec that 
knows that its students are incompetent in written expression, and does 
nothing about it. 


It was further pointed out that the Proposal that we have already adopted in 
principle, in effect said four things. It said that we should test the student; 
we should require the passing of the test for graduation; and we should 
provide remedial activities, in either case, available to all students. Also, one 
would be willing to go along with the idea of mandatory testing without the 
passing of the test as a mandatory requirement for degree, provided that 
remedial activities were made available. This, because of costs, was what 
was stopping us from implementing the Proposal. 


It was explained that the earlier suggestion that we should attempt to 
implement the test as a first stage, was not coupled with the idea that there 
would not be a system to remedy the situation, but rather that enrolment in a 
clinic would not be obligatory. 


It was argued that if the suggestion referred to above included the notion 
that passing the test was a requirement for graduation, we would have to 
provide remedial activities and if we could do that, then we could accept the 
whole Proposal. 


It was pointed out that the University was already offering a very full slate 
of remedial activities in English Department courses. At the same time, it 
was suggested that before we require students to find a remedy and thus 
pass the test, we should decide whether or not this was going to be a 
Faculty responsibility or a University-wide responsibility. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the opinion that, from what has been said during the 
discussion, it would be unwise to make a definitive decision at this meeting. 
This was a complicated matter and while it may or may not turn out that the 

provision for three or four alternatives would really provide us with a 


81-1-13 


81-1-14 


solution, nonetheless, that attempt appeared to be the only hope of being 
able to do anything other than continuing the debate rather endlessly. If 
Senate agreed to take that route, he would propose that a reasonably small 
task force be struck to see what could be brought in. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT PROF. WHITELAW BE ASKED TO ESTABLISH 
A SMALL TASK FORCE, CONSISTING OF INDIVIDUALS 
KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT THE SUBJECT MATTER, TO 
CONSIDER AND REPORT TO SENATE ON ALTERNATIVE 
SUGGESTIONS CONCERNING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
PROPOSAL FOR COMPETENCE IN WIRITTEN EXPRESSION. 


-MOTION CARRIED 

Dr. O'Brien advised that an attempt would be made to bring a report back to 
Senate as soon as possible and in view of the importance of the matter, he 
would see if it was possible to do this in the space of one month, although 


he cautioned that past experience would indicate that it was more likely that 
it would take two months to really sort out something of this kind. 


Next Meeting 


Senate was advised that the next Senate meeting was scheduled for Friday, 
February 20, 1981, at 2:00 p.m., in the P.S.B.G.M. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


